The writers thank the discusser for his interest in the paper. The discusser presents four pertinent points in his discussion. The following presents closure for each point: 1. The discusser indicates that there is some lack of clarity between the maximum bottom flange temperatures in Tables 2 and 3 of the original paper. To further clarify, the "Maximum bottom flange temperature" values presented in Table 3 are the target temperature values for each of the experiments. The "Maximum bottom flange temperature" values presented in Table 2 are the measured maximum temperature values for the bottom flange in each experiment; 2. The discusser indicates that there are differences between the measured connection temperatures (for the north and south connections) for each experiment, and inquires about which connection temperature history was presented in Table 3 and Figs. 6(a), 7(a), 8(a), 10(a), 12(a), and 14(a) of the original paper. To further clarify, the temperature history curves shown in these plots are for the connection that has the maximum temperature throughout the experiment. Please refer to Fischer and Varma (2015) for additional connection temperature history data; 3. The discusser inquires about the exact time when cooling was implemented in the testing protocol. In response, the testing protocol outlined within the paper states that the cooling phase was implemented immediately when the target temperature was reached. The steel beam was heated at 7°C=min, but this heating rate should not be used to estimate the time when cooling was implemented, as the steel beam temperature history was nonlinear as a result of conduction, convection, and radiation losses. The onset of cooling is shown by the connection temperature histories. Cooling is initiated when the connection temperature begins to decrease. The writers request the discusser to read Selden (2014), Fischer (2015), Selden et al. (2016), and Fischer and Varma (2015) for additional information on the steel beam temperature history; and 4. The writers provide a discussion of the observed connection behavior and the axial force in the connection. Additional discussion of the axial force history at the connections of the specimens is provided in Fischer and Varma (2015) . Further discussion is also provided in Fischer (2015) and Fischer and Varma (2017) . These discussions focus on the axial force history during both the heating and cooling phases, and explain how it depends on the heating, cooling, and loading protocols. The discusser is comparing the axial force histories of the connections in specimens CB-2, CB-5 and CB-6, but this direct comparison is inappropriate and inapplicable, because these three specimens have very different heating, cooling, and loading protocols. This paper is part of a larger research program conducted on the behavior, analysis, and design of composite steel beams and connections under realistic fire scenarios (including cooling). The results from this research program are summarized in a series of related dissertations, namely, Selden (2014) and Fischer (2015) . The discusser is requested to review the following publications (based on the dissertations) for a comprehensive understanding of the tests, results, analysis, and design implications: Agarwal et al.
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